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DETAILED ACTION 

Priority 

Receipt is acknowledged of papers submitted under 35 U.S.C. 1 19(a)-(d), which 
papers have been placed of record in the file. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-7 and 11-14 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Jarvenkyla (GB'138 and GB'137). In view of Suzuki and the teachings of Dries. 
The references to Jarvenkyla disclose an inner core layer formed of polyethylene, an 
outer skin layer of a polypropylene copolymer, and an adhesive layer to connect the two 
such that the skin layer can be removed cleanly and completely from the core tube 
layer. The references to Jarvenkyla disclose all of the recited structure with the 
exception of the specific amount of adhesion and thickness of the inner bonding layer, 
however, such are considered to be merely choices of mechanical expedients where 
one skilled in the art would only require routine experimentation to arrive at optimum 
values. It would have been obvious to modify the inner bonding layer of Jarvenkyla (GB 
137 and GB 138) to be formed of any thickness and amount of bonding strength as 
such are merely choices of mechanical expedients where one skilled in the art would 
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only require routine experimentation to arrive at optimum values to improve the 
adhesion and holding of the bonding layer to prevent failure of such. 

The references to Jarvenkyla disclose all of the recited structure with the 
exception of using propylene that is a block copolymer and a random copolymer for the 
propylene used for the skin layer and adhesive layer respectively. The reference to 
Suzuki discloses that it is old and well known in the art to form propylene layers of a 
skin layer of a pipe of propylene that can be block copolymers and adhesive layers to 
adhere them formed from random copolymers thereby teaching a known equivalent 
material form of polypropylene known to be used for such coating systems. It would 
have been obvious to one skilled in the art to modify the skin layer of Jarvenkyla (GB 
137 and GB 138) to be formed of any known equivalent form of polypropylene including 
block copolymers and random copolymers as such are known forms of polypropylene 
that are equivalent and used in coating skin systems as suggested by Suzuki where 
such are known equivalent materials used for the same type of layer in the art and 
would provide different amounts of adhering features to meet the needs of the user 
when the amount of adhering is important. The reference to Dries discloses that it is old 
and well known in the art that when polyethylenes are used as a base layer and coating 
layers are provided that are intended to be peeled, that polypropylene random 
copolymers can be used to achieve a peelable skin layer thereby teaching that random 
copolymers are in fact peelable adhesives, especially when used on cores of 
polyethylene. Therefore, Dries provides support and teaching that these types of 
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coating systems using polypropylene random copolymers for adhesives can in fact be 
used as a peelable adhesive for a skin layer provided on a core of polyethylene. 



Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed November 29, 2010 have been fully considered but 
they are not persuasive. With regards to the Jarvenkyla references, they state that it is 
desired that the adhesive come off with the outer layer and therefore they clearly 
inherently are teaching the differential adhesion because the adhesive would have to 
stick more to the outer layer than the inner core or else it would not remove cleanly with 
the outer layer, and the recitation in the references that residue can be left is an 
alternate embodiment as set forth by the phrase "or alternatively" on page 15 of the '138 
reference for example. Therefore it is considered that the Jarvenkyla references are in 
fact teaching that the adhesive will remain on the outer layer and not stick to the inner 
core. With respect to Suzuki, such does not require the coating be permanent, and an 
easy peel would help with repair, however, the reference is used to teach known 
polypropylene coating materials used on pipes and the Dries reference teaches that 
these types of polypropylenes are known to be easily peeled from base polyethylene 
materials, thereby teaching that it is known to use this type of material as a removable 
coating on a polyethylene material which teaches that the coating system used in 
Suzuki when modifying the coating system of the Jarvenkyla references to be formed of 
a specific type of polypropylene that is a known coating that can be peeled is taught by 
Dries. There are no specific arguments as to why Suzuki teaches away from a 
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removable layer, especially when such is used to show an equivalent form of 
polypropylene that is used as outer coatings of pipes, where the Javenkyla references 
already teach using an easily peeled polypropylene material but is not specific on what 
type, and Suzuki teaches old and known types of coatings and Dries further teaches 
that these very materials are known to have easily peeled properties especially when 
attached to polyethylene bases. With respect to Dries, this reference is teaching that 
certain materials are easily peeled with respect to others, such as specific types of 
polypropylene and polyethylene, and one skilled in the art trying to ascertain an 
acceptable adhesive to use to achieve the easily peeled properties that Jarvenkyla is 
seeking would look to a reference that teaches materials that are used in easily peeled 
situations, regardless of what intended use they are for. With respect to where Dries 
teaches polyethylene, in column 3, line 59 to column 4, line 38 it is discussed that the 
materials used for the opaque base layer which is the layer from which the film layer 
peels, includes polyethylene in column 4, lines 33-38, and this is the material from 
which the outermost peeled layer peels from where these layers are discussed in more 
detail layer in the reference such as column 6, and column 7 lines 30-49 even discusses 
the surprising peel results thereby suggesting that the use of these types of materials 
for their known ability to be easily peeled is old and known in the art as set forth by 
Dries. 
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Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to James F. Hook whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
4903. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday to Thursday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kevin Shaver can be reached on (571 ) 272-4720. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/James F. Hook/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 3754 

JFH 



